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 Factors Influencing Foreign Language Teachers in Dutch Higher Education in Their Intention to 





A growing body of research has shown that mobile technology could enhance the effectiveness of 
common language learning activities. In practice however, few teachers are using mobile technology. 
The aim of this study was to identify to which extent certain personal factors influenced teachers’ 
intentions to integrate smartphones and to describe how this information could be used to reduce the 
gap that currently exists between research and practice in language learning classrooms in Dutch 
higher education. Fishbein and Ajzen’s reasoned action approach was used to construct a 
questionnaire with items regarding teachers’ intentions to integrate smartphones in their lessons, their 
attitudes, perceived norm and perceived behavioural control towards using smartphones in language 
lessons, items regarding their underlying behavioural beliefs, and items regarding three background 
factors: knowledge of using mobile phones for personal purposes, language centre’s policy and 
knowledge of using smartphones for didactic purposes.  
      Data from 63 teachers at 15 language centres were studied and three hypotheses were tested 
using bivariate correlation and multiple regression analyses. Data were disaggregated into subgroups 
in order to examine if these differed from the aggregate. The subgroup (n=13) of basic phone owners’ 
scores suggested that their feelings towards integrating smartphones were less favourable than those of 
the aggregate. The subgroup (n=26) of frequent phone users’ scores on the other hand, suggested that 
their feelings towards integrating smartphones were more favourable. Subgroups based on the number 
of hours teachers worked and based on age, did not differ greatly from the aggregate. Due to the small 
sample sizes, no subgroups apart from the one of smartphone owners (n=49) could be used for 
hypotheses testing. The first hypothesis testing confirmed that for the aggregate, attitude and perceived 
norm were significant predictors of teachers’ intentions to integrate smartphones, while perceived 
behavioural control was not. For the subgroup of smartphone owners however, in addition to attitude, 
perceived behavioural control was a significant predictor, while perceived norm was not. The second 
hypothesis testing confirmed that for the aggregate, all proximal variables could be explained by their 
underlying beliefs. However, for the subgroup of smartphone owners, only attitude and perceived 
behavioural control were explained by their underlying beliefs while perceived norm could not be 
explained by their normative beliefs. The third hypothesis testing showed that none of the distal 
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variables seemed to significantly influence teachers’ behavioural beliefs, neither for the aggregate nor 
for the subgroup of smartphone owners.  
      This study contributed to the growing number of studies that found Fishbein and Ajzen’s 
model suitable for predicting technology acceptance in an educational context. Based on the outcomes, 
some practical implications were formulated. Firstly, the contradicting responses on questions 
regarding the language centre’s policy highlighted the importance of clearly informing teachers about 
the institute’s policies and furthermore, of providing support that is in accordance with these policies. 
Secondly, employers who want to promote the integration of smartphones should try to influence 
teachers’ outcome beliefs by showing them how smartphones can effectively be used in language 
lessons and by telling them about the benefits. Finally, employers could consider providing each 
teacher with their own smartphone and encourage them to use it for personal purposes in order to 
support exploring and experimenting with the technology.  
 
Keywords: reasoned action approach, smartphones, foreign language lessons, Dutch higher education 
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Factoren van Invloed op de Intentie van Vreemdetaaldocenten in het Nederlands Hoger Onderwijs om 





Een toenemend aantal onderzoeken heeft aangetoond dat mobiele technologie de effectiviteit van 
activiteiten in het vreemdetalenonderwijs kan verhogen. In de praktijk gebruiken echter weinig 
docenten mobiele technologie in de les. Het doel van dit onderzoek was na te gaan in hoeverre 
bepaalde persoonlijke factoren de intentie om smartphones te integreren beïnvloedden en om te 
beschrijven hoe de kloof tussen onderzoek en praktijk kan worden verkleind. De reasoned action 
approach van Fishbein en Ajzen vormde de basis voor een vragenlijst met items betreffende de 
intentie van docenten om smartphones te integreren, hun attitudes ten aanzien van smartphones in 
talenlessen, ervaren sociale druk, ervaren gedragscontrole, items betreffende hun onderliggende 
opvattingen en betreffende drie achtergrondfactoren: kennis van mobiele telefoons voor persoonlijk 
gebruik, beleid van het talencentrum en kennis van didactische toepassingen van smartphones.  
Data van 63 docenten verbonden aan 15 talencentrums werden bestudeerd en drie hypotheses 
werden getoetst met behulp van correlatie- en regressieanalyses. Data werden gesplitst in subgroepen 
om te bestuderen in hoeverre die afweken van de groep als geheel. De scores van de subgroep gewone 
mobiele telefoon bezitters (n=13) impliceerden dat zij minder positief waren over de integratie van 
smartphones dan alle docenten samen. De scores van de subgroep frequente mobiele telefoon 
gebruikers (n=26) daarentegen, impliceerden dat zij positiever waren over de integratie van 
smartphones dan alle docenten samen. Subgroepen gebaseerd op het aantal uren dat docenten werkten 
en gebaseerd op leeftijd, verschilden nauwelijks van de groep als geheel. Omdat ze te klein waren, 
konden geen van de subgroepen, behalve de subgroep smartphonebezitters (n=49), worden gebruikt 
voor hypothesetoetsing. 
Uit de eerste hypothesetoetsing kwam naar voren dat voor de groep als geheel gold dat de 
variabelen attitude en ervaren sociale druk wel, maar ervaren controle geen, significante invloed 
uitoefenden op de intentie om smartphones te integreren. Voor de subgroep smartphonebezitters 
echter, was er juist wel significante invloed van ervaren controle, maar niet van ervaren sociale druk. 
De tweede hypothesetoetsing bevestigde dat voor de groep als geheel alle proximale variabelen 
konden worden verklaard door hun onderliggende opvattingen. Voor de subgroep smartphonebezitters 
echter, konden alleen attitude en ervaren controle worden verklaard door onderliggende opvattingen, 
maar ervaren sociale druk niet. De derde hypothesetoetsing liet zien dat geen van de drie distale 
variabelen een significante invloed had op onderliggende opvattingen van docenten omtrent de 
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integratie van smartphones in hun lessen en dit gold voor zowel de groep als geheel, als voor de 
subgroep smartphonebezitters. 
Deze studie heeft bijgedragen aan het groeiend aantal onderzoeken waarin de reasoned action 
approach geschikt werd bevonden om de acceptatie van technologie in een onderwijskundige 
omgeving te voorspellen. Op basis van de uitkomsten werd een aantal praktische implicaties 
geformuleerd. Ten eerste onderlijnden de tegenstrijdige antwoorden op vragen omtrent het beleid van 
het talencentrum hoe belangrijk het is om docenten duidelijk te informeren over het beleid en om 
ondersteuning te bieden die bij dat beleid aansluit. Ten tweede zouden werkgevers die de integratie 
van smartphones willen bevorderen moeten proberen de onderliggende opvattingen van docenten te 
beïnvloeden door ze te laten zien hoe smartphones op een effectieve manier kunnen worden ingezet in 
talenlessen en door ze te vertellen wat de voordelen ervan zijn. Ten slotte zouden werkgevers kunnen 
overwegen om iedere docent een eigen smartphone te geven en het gebruik ervan voor persoonlijke 
doeleinden te stimuleren om op die manier het onderzoeken van en experimenteren met de technologie 
te faciliteren.     
 
Keywords: reasoned action approach, smartphones, vreemdetalenonderwijs, Hoger Onderwijs 




Factors Influencing Foreign Language Teachers in Dutch Higher Education in Their Intention to 
Integrate Smartphones in Their Lessons 
 
1. Introduction 
The use of personal handheld technology like iPods, mobile phones, smartphones and tablets has seen 
an enormous growth in the past decade. This fact has not gone unnoticed amongst educational 
researchers who studied the use of these devices in a wide range of settings. Schroeder, Minocha and 
Schneidert (2010) for example, analysed twenty projects using social software such as wikis, blogs 
and Twitter, often used with mobile technology, for learning and teaching. The investigators 
concluded that the use of social media could positively contribute to interactive and collaborative 
learning, as long as certain protocols, technological support, and a code of conduct were in place in 
order to manage the drawbacks. In an overview of ten years of mobile learning research, Sharples, 
Arnedillo-Sanchez, Milrad and Vavoula (2009) stated that applications like classroom voting and 
response systems, collaborating through mobile technology and mobile learning for basic, repetitive 
tasks were most promising. Mobile learning has also gained attention from organisations like 
UNESCO, because of its relatively low purchasing and running costs (United Nations Educational 
Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO), 2013). These aspects made mobile phones highly 
compatible with projects like Education for All, which was concerned with access to and quality of 
education for people in developing countries and in areas recovering from crises like earthquakes, 
which disrupted children’s schooling. Therefore, UNESCO has been closely following worldwide 
developments around mobile learning, and stressed the importance for all countries to create new 
policies, to train teachers and to promote safe and responsible use of mobile technologies in education.  
Foreign language education seemed particularly suitable for mobile learning. Projects in this 
field showing effective use of mobile technology included teachers who texted English vocabulary 
lists to students (Thornton & Houser, 2005), an English course letting distance learners view live 
broadcasts of classroom lessons and participate through texting and voting (Wang, Shen, Novak, & 
Pan, 2009) and numerous programmes that used mobile phones for vocabulary quizzes, polling and 
voting systems, task-based learning and blogging (Chinnery, 2006). Most recently, researchers have 
started discussing how students’ own mobile phones could be used in the classroom, also referred to as 
Bring Your Own Device (BYOD), which has rapidly been gaining support in scientific publications 
(Al-Okaily, 2013; Norris & Soloway, 2011; Santos, 2013; Traxler, 2010; United Nations Educational 
Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO), 2013). In practice however, teachers are often 
reluctant to let students use their mobile phones (Kukulska-Hulme, 2009; Woodman, 2014).  
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The goal of this study was firstly, to identify to which extent certain personal factors 
influenced teachers’ intentions to integrate smartphones in their lessons and secondly, to describe how 
this information may be used to reduce the gap that currently exists between research and practice 
regarding the integration of smartphones in language learning classrooms in Dutch higher education. 
The theoretical model used was Fishbein and Ajzen’s (2010) reasoned action approach. This model 
focussed on behavioural intention as the central variable, which was presumed to be predicted by three 
proximal variables attitude, perceived norm and perceived behavioural control, which in turn were 
presumed to be explained by their underlying belief variables, which in turn were presumed to be 
predicted by domain specific distal variables. Fishbein and Ajzen’s reasoned action approach and the 
hypotheses which derived from this theory, are further expanded on in the next part of this report. Part 
three consists of a description of the participants, measures, procedures and analyses that were used in 
the study. Part four gives an overview of the results and the report is finalised with a discussion and 
conclusions in part five.         
 
2. Theoretical framework 
This study focussed on teachers of foreign languages in Dutch institutes for higher education and their 
intentions to integrate smartphones in their lessons. Previous studies into people’s adoption of 
information technology systems mostly used the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), which is 
based on Ajzen and Fishbein’s Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) from 1975. Davis designed TAM in 
1986, by narrowing down the influencing factors to only two: Perceived Usefulness and Perceived 
Ease of Use. This idea made TAM a versatile and efficient research instrument, which has been used 
extensively in the past two decades (Benbasat & Barki, 2007).  
Despite its success, researchers found that the model had its limitations, which led to 
numerous extensions and adaptations including TAM2 and several versions of the Unified Theory of 
Acceptance and Use of Technology. As Benbasat and Barki (2007) pointed out, these adapted models 
were very similar to the original TRA model, which was the starting point of TAM. In the meantime, 
TRA saw its own adaptations. Roughly a decade after publishing TRA with Fishbein, Ajzen and 
colleagues extended the model with another proximal variable: Perceived Behavioural Control. This 
adapted model was called the Theory of Planned Bahaviour (TPB). At the same time, Fishbein was 
working with other colleagues amongst which Bandura, and this collaboration led to extending TRA 
with Bandura’s concept of Self Efficacy. Fishbein called his new version the Integrative Model of 
Behaviour Prediction (IMBP), which he presented in 1999. In 2001 Fishbein and Ajzen started 
working together again and this led to the latest version of TRA, called the reasoned action approach 
(RAA), as shown in Figure 1 (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).  



























































Figure 1. Reasoned Action Approach (RAA) as presented by Fishbein and Ajzen (2010) with distal 
variables in light grey and intention, proximal variables and underlying beliefs in dark grey.  
 
Initially, TRA was mainly used by social psychologists to study people’s behaviour regarding 
health issues like giving up smoking, eating healthy food, or using condoms in AIDS prevention. In 
their last book however, Fishbein and Ajzen pointed out that their model is a suitable instrument to 
predict and explain social behaviour in any context because it allows for the choice of domain-specific 
variables. They illustrated this point with examples from organisational and political behaviour 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).  
This study into foreign language teachers’ intentions to integrate smartphones in their lessons 
made use of RAA, based on Benbasat and Barki’s (2007) recommendation to steer away from TAM 
and Fishbein and Ajzen’s (2010) encouragement to use RAA for a wide range of contexts, together 
with the growing body of research in the field of technology adoption in education that has 
successfully applied RAA, IMBP and their predecessors TBP and TRA. Examples included Lee and 
colleagues (2010), who found that attitude, subjective norm and perceived behavioural control all 
significantly influenced teachers’ intentions to use computers to create and deliver lessons, Siragusa 
and Dixon (2009) who found TPB useful for gaining insight into higher education students’ attitudes 
towards using ICT, Teo and Lee (2010) who found that attitude, subjective norm and perceived 
behavioural control explained 40% of the variance in intention of pre-service teachers to use 
technology and Cheon and colleagues (2012), who found that all three proximal variables of TPB 
positively influenced college students’ acceptance of mobile learning. In the Dutch context, where this 
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study was situated, Kreijns and colleagues (2013) recommended the use of IMBP to study the 
adoption of technology in education because of the limited number of proximal variables combined 
with the flexibility of choosing domain-specific distal and ultimate variables which may explain the 
beliefs towards technology and help in the design of effective interventions to stimulate the usage. In a 
study into teachers’ intention to use Digital Learning Materials, they found that the proximal variables 
explained 68% of the intention, which provided further support for the use of IMBP (Kreijns, van 
Acker, Vermeulen, & van Buuren, 2013). Admiraal and colleagues (2013) used IMBP for a study into 
teacher trainers’ use of hardware and software technology and confirmed that it was a suitable model 
for explaining the adoption of technology use in education. A crucial detail in using IMBP and RAA 
which was put forward by a number of these researchers is that the behaviour and the technology 
under study have to be made very specific (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010; Kreijns, van Acker, et al., 2013; 
Lee et al., 2010).  
In this study RAA was adapted to the context of foreign language teachers in Dutch institutes 
for higher education. The target behaviour was described as “integrating smartphones in language 
lessons”. Following RAA, it was assumed that teachers’ intentions to integrate smartphones would be 
a good predictor for their actual behaviour. Furthermore, it was assumed that their intentions would be 
influenced by their instrumental and experiential attitudes towards using smartphones in language 
lessons, the social pressure (i.e. perceived norm) they felt to integrate smartphones in their lessons and 
the extent to which they felt capable and they had the autonomy to integrate smartphones in their 
lessons (i.e. perceived behavioural control). Finally, it was assumed that teachers’ attitude, perceived 
norm and perceived behavioural control could be explained by their underlying beliefs towards using 
smartphones in language lessons. The model was further adapted by choosing three relevant distal 
variables.  
The first of these was teachers’ knowledge of using smartphones for personal purposes. 
Previous research implied that teachers who did not own or who rarely used mobile phones felt that 
they were not capable of handling these devices (Kommers, 2005; McFarlane, Roche, & Triggs, 
2007), in which case they probably found it hard to imagine themselves designing suitable learning 
activities for smartphones. Teachers who did have a smartphone and used it a lot, could feel more 
comfortable about its functions and more confident that they could design and lead learning activities 
with it.  
The second distal variable was the language centre’s policy towards using smartphones in the 
classroom. When students started bringing mobile phones to schools around a decade ago, the 
response of most schools and teachers was to ban these devices (Kommers, 2005; Sharples et al., 
2009). Although some teachers decided to break the bans and started actively promoting the use of 
mobile phones in classrooms despite their superiors telling them not to do so (Nielsen & Webb, 2011), 
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these sorts of rules still withheld many other teachers from introducing mobile technology into their 
lessons (Sharples et al., 2009; United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organisation 
(UNESCO), 2013; Wishart, 2008). Therefore, it was anticipated that the language centre’s policy 
towards using mobile phones in the classroom would influence teachers’ beliefs towards using 
smartphones in their lessons with more positive policies leading to more favourable beliefs and more 
negative policies leading to unfavourable beliefs. 
The third distal variable was teachers’ knowledge of using smartphones for didactic purposes. 
Several previous studies showed that the fact that teachers were not familiar with didactic applications 
of mobile technology may have stopped them from adopting this technology into their lessons 
(Kommers, 2005; Kukulska-Hulme, 2009) and that providing teachers with information and training 
regarding the potential pedagogical functions of mobile devices increased the likelihood that they 
would adopt mobile technology (Wishart, 2008). It was therefore anticipated that teachers’ knowledge 
of using smartphones for didactic purposes would influence their behavioural beliefs. Figure 2 shows 
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Figure 2. Reasoned Action Approach (RAA) as adapted with relevant distal variables in light grey and 
intention, proximal variables and underlying beliefs in dark grey. 
 
This study focussed on three questions. The first question concerned the RAA proximal 
variables and was formulated as: “Is each of the proximal variables attitude, perceived  norm and 
perceived behavioural control towards integrating smartphones in language learning classrooms 
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related to teachers’ intentions to integrate smartphones in their lessons?” The second question 
focussed on the underlying beliefs held by respondents and was formulated as: “What is the influence 
of  each of the underlying variables outcome beliefs, normative beliefs and control beliefs, on the 
corresponding proximal variables attitude, perceived norm and perceived behavioural control?” The 
third question focussed on the three distal variables (background factors) which potentially explained 
respondents’ beliefs and could indirectly influence the proximal variables and ultimately, teachers’ 
intentions to integrate smartphones in their lessons. This question was formulated as: “What is the 
influence of each of the three distal variables: teachers’ knowledge of using mobile phones for 
personal purposes, the language centre’s policy and teachers’ knowledge of using smartphones for 
didactic purposes, on teachers’ outcome beliefs, normative beliefs and control beliefs towards using 
smartphones in language lessons? Based on the findings of previous research in the field, these 
questions led to the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 1. The proximal variables influence teachers’ intentions to integrate smartphones in their 
lessons. 
(1.1) Attitude towards smartphones in language lessons influences teachers’ intentions to integrate 
smartphones in their lessons. 
(1.2) Perceived norm towards smartphones in language lessons influences teachers’ intentions to 
integrate smartphones in their lessons. 
(1.3) Perceived behavioural control towards smartphones in language lessons influences teachers’ 
intentions to integrate smartphones in their lessons. 
Hypothesis 2. Teachers’ beliefs towards smartphones in language lessons influence the three proximal 
variables. 
(2.1) Outcome beliefs and their evaluations influence teachers’ attitudes towards smartphones in 
language lessons. 
(2.2) Normative beliefs and motivation to comply influence teachers’ perceived norm towards 
smartphones in language lessons. 
(2.3) Control beliefs influence teachers’ perceived behavioural control towards smartphones in 
language lessons. 
Hypothesis 3. The distal variables influence teachers’ beliefs towards smartphones in language 
lessons.  
(3.1) Teachers’ knowledge of using mobile phones for personal purposes influences their outcome 
beliefs and control beliefs towards smartphones in language lessons. 
(3.2) Institute’s policy influences teachers’ outcome beliefs, normative beliefs and control beliefs 
towards smartphones in language lessons. 
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(3.3) Teachers’ knowledge of using smartphones for didactic purposes influences their outcome 
beliefs and control beliefs towards smartphones in language lessons. 
A fourth hypothesis regarding the extent to which indirect influences in the model were mediated by 
direct influences, was considered. However, it was decided not to pursue this as the complexity and 
effort involved in testing such a hypothesis was beyond the scope of this study. 
 
3. Method  
This study tried to answer the research questions by collecting information from teachers of English 
and teachers of Dutch as a foreign language through a survey. The use of surveys was in line with the 
theoretical framework as described above; Fishbein and Ajzen’s model is centred around survey 
research into people’s intentions to engage in certain behaviour. An additional aim was to formulate a 
recommendation regarding the design of possible interventions to promote the integration of 
smartphones in language learning classrooms, based on the relations found in the analyses.  
Fishbein and Ajzen (2010) pointed out that when working with RAA, special attention should 
be paid to two important aspects. Firstly, it has been found that the validity of the model increased 
when the behaviour under study was described as precisely as possible. Specifically, they 
recommended that this description contained four elements: action, target, context and time. In this 
case, the last element, time, was not fully compatible with the target behaviour of integrating 
smartphones in language lessons. As for example Earle (2002) and Chambers and Bax (2006) pointed 
out, the level of integration of technology in education is not determined by how much or how often 
technology is used in the classroom, but by the way in which it is used. In this study, the term 
integration implied that the technology would be used for pedagogic activities that were part of the 
lesson. Therefore, the behaviour under study was in this case operated into: using (action) smartphones 
(target) in their lessons (context) in an integrative way (how instead of time). Secondly, previous 
studies have shown the importance of describing the measures of all variables in exactly the same way 
as the behaviour under study. Therefore, in the design of the questionnaire, special attention was given 
to this so called principle of compatibility. 
 
3.1. Participants 
The population in this study consisted of teachers of English and teachers of Dutch as a foreign 
language in Dutch higher education. This was a diverse group as it included teachers who belonged to 
the staff of various Bachelor and Masters programmes like English Language and Culture, 
International Business Studies and Teacher Training programmes. Since such a heterogeneous group 
of teachers could negatively influence results, it was narrowed down to a target population of teachers 
who worked for language centres in Dutch higher education. This cluster sample was characterised by 
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teachers of English and teachers of Dutch as a foreign language, who were highly flexible as they 
would often have to deal with a wide range of levels and contexts. In one week, they could for 
example be teaching Cambridge exam courses, a language component of a Bachelor programme, a 
course for university staff members and an in-company training outside the educational institute. Some 
of these teachers were staff of the university, but the majority worked with the language centre on a 
freelance basis; many of them worked part time.  
From the website of NUT, organisation for Academic Language Centres, and from searching 
the internet, it was found that there were 20 Dutch institutes for higher education that had a language 
centre (NUT - Nederlandstalige Universitaire Talencentra). The universities of Amsterdam and 
Utrecht both worked with independent language centres which were profit organisations (respectively 
UvA Talen and Babel). Since these language centres were (no longer) official part of a Dutch institute 
for higher education they were excluded from the study. This led to a cluster sample of 18 language 
centres. An overview can be found in Appendix A. The aim was that all English and Dutch as a 
foreign language teachers in this cluster completed the questionnaire. Since lists of employees are not 
publicly available, the total number of teachers was unknown. It was part of the procedure to enquire 
about this at each of the institutes. There were some risks involved with this situation; firstly 
informants could unintentionally give wrong numbers and secondly, some freelance teachers worked 
for more than one institute, which meant that they could be counted two or even three times. It was 
attempted to solve the first problem by drawing informants’ attention to the importance of providing 
exact and correct numbers. The second problem was hard to solve if anonymity was to be retained, but 
in order to solve it partially, participants were asked which institutes they worked for as part of the 
questionnaire.  
 
3.2. Measures  
The questionnaire used for this study was based on the sample provided by Fishbein and Ajzen (2010) 
and consisted mostly of seven-point Likert scales. Fishbein and Ajzen pointed out that possible 
underlying variables (salient beliefs and background factors) could be elicited from a small number of 
representatives of the research population by asking them about their beliefs in an open question 
format. In this case however, that would have gone beyond the scope of the project. Furthermore, there 
was ample previous research in the field from which variables could be derived, so that was the chosen 
method.  
The questionnaire started with six general questions regarding for example the type of contract 
teachers had with the institute, whether they worked full time or part time and which language they 
taught. This information was used for creating subgroups and for covariates in the regression analyses.   
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The next section contained items regarding teachers’ possession and use of mobile phones for 
personal and didactic purposes and the language centre’s policy towards mobile phones in the 
classroom. Some of these questions (for example “How experienced are you in using smartphones for 
personal purposes?” and “To what extent are you familiar with voting and response programmes for 
smartphones?”) measured the distal variables knowledge of using mobile phones for personal 
purposes, language centre’s policy and knowledge of using smartphones for didactic purposes. Others 
(for example “Which type of phone have you got?” and “How often do you use smartphone apps for 
vocabulary learning?”) were used to create four subgroups: smartphone owners, basic mobile phone 
owners, frequent mobile phone users and average or infrequent mobile phone users. 
The remaining questions related to the seven variables of the reasoned action model. 
Respondents’ current behaviour and intentions for the near future (BIN), were measured with one 
question regarding actual behaviour (“I am already using smartphones in my lessons in an integrative 
way” 1=yes, 2=no) and, if respondents answered negatively, three questions regarding their intentions 
(for example “I want to use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way before the end of 2014” 
1=totally true, 7=totally untrue). 
The proximal variable attitude (ATT) was measured with four bipolar items which directly 
asked participants about their opinions. Two of these measured the experiential dimension of attitude 
(for example “Using smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way is” 1=good, 7=bad) and the 
other two measured the instrumental dimension (for example “Using smartphones in my lessons in an 
integrative way is” 1=necessary, 7=unnecessary). 
The proximal variable perceived norm (PNO) was measured with three items which directly 
asked participants about the social pressure they perceived towards integrating smartphones in their 
lessons (for example “Most people who are important to me think that I should use smartphones in my 
lessons in an integrative way” 1=totally true, 7=totally untrue). Two of these items related to 
participants’ perceptions of what others thought that they should do (injunctive norms) and one related 
to their perception of what others did themselves (descriptive norms). 
The proximal variable perceived behavioural control (PBC) was measured with three items 
which directly asked about the level of control that participants experienced regarding the use of 
smartphones in their lessons. Two of these measured the aspect of autonomy (for example “Whether I 
use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way is entirely up to me” 1=totally agree, 7=totally 
disagree) and one measured the aspect of capacity (“If I really want to, I can use smartphones in my 
lessons in an integrative way” 1=very likely, 7=very unlikely). 
The underlying variable outcome beliefs (OutcBel) was measured with eight questions; the 
first four items asked participants how likely they thought that using smartphones in their lessons 
would have certain educational benefits (for example “If I use smartphones in my lessons in an 
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integrative way, more students will take part in discussions” 1=very likely, 7=very unlikely). Each of 
these items had a corresponding item that measured how respondents evaluated the possible outcome 
(for example “To what extent do you think it is important that all students take part in discussions” 
1=very important, 7=totally unimportant). In order to obtain the total value of the variable outcome 
beliefs, each outcome belief was multiplied by its evaluation after which the four scores were 
summed, as recommended by Fishbein and Ajzen (2010).  
The underlying variable normative beliefs (NormBel) was measured with eleven items which 
were related to two aspects: injunctive norms and descriptive norms. The first was measured with four 
items asking teachers how likely they felt it was that others thought they should use smartphones in 
their lessons (for example “My friends think that I should use smartphones in my lessons in an 
integrative way” 1=very likely, 7=very unlikely). Each of these questions had a corresponding item 
that measured respondents’ motivation to comply with these norms (for example “When it comes to 
my teaching, I want to do what my friends think I should do” 1=totally agree, 7=totally disagree). 
Following the same steps as for outcome beliefs, the value of the injunctive aspect of normative 
beliefs was the sum of each belief multiplied by its corresponding motivation to comply. The 
descriptive aspect of normative beliefs was measured with three items asking teachers to what extent 
they thought that other teachers used smartphones in their lessons (for example “My colleagues at the 
language centre use smartphones in their lessons in an integrative way” 1=totally true, 7=totally 
untrue) and one item asking to which extent participants identified with their colleagues (“When it 
comes to teaching, to what extent do you want to be like your colleagues? 1=very much, 7=not at all). 
Each of the descriptive norm items was multiplied by the item measuring identification with 
colleagues, after which the three values were summed. The value of the normative belief scale 
consisted of the sum of the total injunctive norm plus the total descriptive norm.   
Finally, to measure teachers’ underlying control beliefs (ConBel), Fishbein and Ajzen (2010) 
suggested using items regarding the control belief strength, each multiplied by the corresponding 
control belief power. However, as this method was not yet fully established and experts were still 
discussing whether this type of measurement worked (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010; Yzer, 2012a), it was 
decided to use questions that asked participants about their ability to use smartphones in their lessons 
despite potential obstacles (for example “Even if the language centre doesn’t offer information about 
didactic applications of smartphones, I can use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way.” 
1=totally agree, 7=totally disagree), which were then summed to obtain the total value of control 
beliefs. 
After collection of responses, all scores were recoded so that higher numbers indicated 
positive feelings towards using smartphones and lower numbers indicated negative feelings towards 
using smartphones. An overview of the measures can be found in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Overview of measures per scale/index 
Scale/Index Items Answer categories after recoding 
Variables of the reasoned action model 
1. Behavioural intention 
BIN1 I want to use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way before the end of 2014. 1-totally untrue to 7-totally true 
BIN2 I have the intention to use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way before the end of 2014. 1-definitely not to 7-definitely  
BIN3 I am going to use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way before the end of 2014. 1-very unlikely to 7-very likely 
2. Attitude 
ATT1 (experiential) Using smartphones in an integrative way is: -3-bad to 3-good 
ATT2 (instrumental) Using smartphones in an integrative way is: -3-unnecessary to 3-necessary 
ATT3 (experiential) Using smartphones in an integrative way is:  -3-boring to 3-interesting 
ATT4 (instrumental) Using smartphones in an integrative way is: -3-undesirable to 3-desirable 
3. Perceived norm 
PNO1 (injunctive) Most people who are important to me think that I should use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way. 1-totally untrue to 7-totally true 
PNO2 (injunctive) Most people whose opinion matters to me, would approve if I used smartphones in my lessons in an integrative 
way. 
1-totally untrue to 7-totally true 
PNO3 (descriptive) People like me use smartphones in their lessons in an integrative way. 1-totally disagree to 7-totally agree 
4. Perceived Behavioural Control 
PBC1 (autonomy) Whether I use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way is totally up to me. 1-totally disagree to 7-totally agree 
PBC2 (capacity) If I really want to, I can use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way. 1-very unlikely to 7-very likely 
PBC3 (autonomy) I have control over using smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way. 1-totally disagree to 7-totally agree 
5. Outcome beliefs and their evaluations 
OUT1 
 




If I use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way, I can easily get insight into the level of students’ 
knowledge and understanding. 
1-very unlikely to 7-very likely 
OUT3 
 
If I use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way, it will positively contribute to collaborative learning. 1-very unlikely to 7-very likely 
OUT4 
 
If I use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way, it will help students with learning new vocabulary.  1-very unlikely to 7-very likely 
EV1 To what extent do you think it is important that all students take part in discussions? 1-totally unimportant to 7-very important 
EV2 To what extent do you think it is important to know the level of students’ knowledge and understanding? 1-totally unimportant to 7-very important 
EV3 To what extent do you think collaborative learning is important? 1-totally unimportant to 7-very important 
EV4 To what extent do you think it is important that students learn new vocabulary? 1-totally unimportant, 7-very important 
6. Normative beliefs and motivation to comply 
INJ1 My friends think that I should use smartphones in an integrative way in my lessons. -3-very unlikely to 3-very likely 
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INJ2 My colleagues think that I should use smartphones in an integrative way in my lessons. -3-very unlikely to 3-very likely 
INJ3 My superiors think that I should use smartphones in an integrative way in my lessons. -3-very unlikely to 3-very likely 
INJ4 My students think that I should use smartphones in an integrative way in my lessons. -3-very unlikely to 3-very likely 
COM1 When it comes to teaching, I want to do what my friends think I should do. 1-totally disagree to 7-totally agree 
COM2 When it comes to teaching, I want to do what my colleagues think I should do. 1-totally disagree to 7-totally agree 
COM3 When it comes to teaching, I want to do what my superiors think I should do. 1-totally disagree to 7-totally agree 
COM4 When it comes to teaching, I want to do what my students think I should do. 1-totally disagree to 7-totally agree 
DES1 My colleagues from the language centre use smartphones in their lessons in an integrative way. -3-totally untrue to 3-totally true 
DES2 My colleagues from other departments of the university use smartphones in their lessons in an integrative way. -3-totally untrue to 3-totally true 
DES3 Colleagues from other universities use smartphones in an integrative way. -3-totally untrue to 3-totally true 
ID1 When it comes to teaching, to what extent do you want to be like your colleagues? 1-not at all to 7-very much 
7. Control beliefs 
ConBel1 
 
Even if the language centre does not offer information about didactic applications of smartphones, I can use 
smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way. 
1-totally disagree to 7- totally agree 
ConBel2 Even if I have not had any specific training, I can use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way. 1-totally disagree to 7-totally agree 
ConBel3 
 
Even if the language centre does not have a code of conduct for the use of smartphones in the classroom, I can 
use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way. 
1-totally disagree to 7-totally agree 
ConBel4 
 
Even if the language centre does not offer any technological support, I can use smartphones in my lessons in an 
integrative way. 
1-totally disagree to 7-totally agree 
ConBel5 Even if not all my students own a smartphone, I can use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way. 1-totally disagree to 7-totally agree 
Distal variables 
1. Knowledge of using mobile phones for personal purposes 
KNO1 How experienced are you in using smartphones for personal purposes? 1-know nothing about it to 7-expert 
POS3 What do you use your mobile phone for? 1: 1 or 2 different uses  
to 7: 16 or 17 different uses 
2. Language centre’s policy 
POL1 What kind of policy towards using smartphones in the classroom does the language centre where you work have? 1-slightly negative, 2-slightly positive, 3-
very positive  
3. Knowledge of using smartphones for didactic purposes 
KNO2 How experienced are you in using smartphones for didactic purposes? 1-know nothing about it to 7-expert 
KNO3 
 
To what extent are you familiar with voting and response programmes for smartphones?  1-never heard of it, 2-heard of it, 3-
somewhat familiar, 4-familiar  
KNO5 
 
To what extent are you familiar with social media for smartphones?  1-never heard of it, 2-heard of it, 3-
somewhat familiar, 4-familiar  
KNO7 To what extent are you familiar with vocabulary learning apps for smartphones?  1-never heard of it, 2-heard of it, 3-
somewhat familiar, 4-familiar  
 
The questionnaire was distributed in digital form through Google Drive documents. The 
document was in Dutch despite the limitation for some English teachers who did not have Dutch or 
who had Dutch as a second language; it was considered undesirable to work with two versions 
(English and Dutch) for practical reasons and for reasons concerning the validity of the study. The 
entire questionnaire can be found in Appendix B. The document was translated in English only for the 
purpose of inclusion in this report and this English version can be found in Appendix C. Advantages 
of using an electronic questionnaire were that a large number of teachers could be reached, that it was 
fast compared to mailing paper versions, which in this case would have had to be sent from abroad, 
and that data could be collected efficiently. Nowadays, electronic questionnaires are common, so most 
teachers would have been familiar with them. At the same time, this familiarity formed a 
disadvantage; teachers could be tired of the high number of surveys they were asked to participate in. 
Furthermore, an email left in an inbox with the idea to “do it later today” is easily forgotten about. In 
an effort to address these problems, the questionnaire was sent to the teachers by an administrator or 
manager from the language centre as this made for a more personal message than a request directly 




In the middle of March 2014, a first version of the digital questionnaire was made in Google Drive 
documents and sent to a few teachers, not members of the sample population, as a pilot. Five teachers 
completed the questionnaire and provided feedback on the quality of the instrument. Based on their 
advice, some changes were made, especially in the wording, in order to increase clarity. 
Simultaneously, all of the 18 language centres were sent an introductory email with the aim to 
make contact with either an administrator, the head of the language centre or the managers/co-
ordinators of the Dutch and English departments, to introduce the study and to ask for their co-
operation. Two language centres replied that they did not want to take part, while 12 others agreed to 
participate and introduced a contact person. From the four remaining language centres, no immediate 
response was received, so they continued to be on the mailing list as “cold contacts”.    
      In the last week of March, an email containing a link to the questionnaire was sent to each 
contact person with the request to forward the message to the relevant teachers at their institute. Apart 
from the link, this email contained a short explanation of the nature and purpose of the study. Teachers 
were also assured that participation was anonymous and that any information they gave would be 
treated confidentially. Within a few days, twelve language centres confirmed that they had forwarded 
the questionnaire and eleven of those also confirmed the number of teachers. Based on these numbers 
and the fact that according to the respondents’ answers, 10% of them worked for more than one 
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language centre (and therefore was counted more than once), the total number of teachers who 
received the questionnaire was estimated at 225.    
     Ten days after the first email was forwarded, each contact person was asked to distribute the 
link once more. This final email contained the deadline and once this had passed, all responses were 
collected and analysed using SPSS version 22.  
 
3.4. Analyses  
Firstly, responses were reviewed in order to determine the response rate and to obtain information 
regarding distributions. Next, reliability of the seven scales of the reasoned action model was 
calculated using Crohnbach’s alpha. Following this, the mean scores and standard deviations of all 
variables was studied. After standardizing all values, data were disaggregated into several subgroups 
in order to determine whether they differed from the aggregate. Finally, the three hypotheses were 




A total number of 66 questionnaires was returned. Given the estimated sample of 225, the response 
rate would be 29.3%. One response had more than 50% missing answers and was therefore removed. 
Out of the 65 remaining respondents, two teachers did not own a mobile phone. These two 
respondents were considered outliers and their data were also removed, which reduced the total 
number of responses for analyses to 63. This group consisted of 34.9% men and 63.5% women (1 
missing answer), mostly (31.7%) between 46 and 55 years old. Of these respondents, 21 were English 
teachers, 41 were Dutch teachers and 1 respondent taught both languages. In order to warrant 
anonymity, this respondent was added to the group of English teachers for all further analyses.  
      When the characteristics were reviewed per group of language teachers, it was observed that 
the group of English teachers consisted of relatively more men and relatively younger teachers than 
the group of Dutch teachers. Slightly more English teachers than Dutch teachers worked freelance and 
the English teachers worked more hours per week: 31.8% worked more than 36 hours per week as a 
language teacher compared to 11.6% of the Dutch teachers. Distributions of the sample specified per 
group of language teachers can be found in Table 2.  
 




Sample distribution of gender, age and type of contract per language taught  
Gender   Age Hours/week  
Language  Men             Women max. 45    max. 55 
 
Contract   
 
Freelance < 20          >36 
English (n=22) 10(45.5%) 12 (54.5%) 59.1% 86.4% 52.4% 47.6% 27.3%     31.8% 
Dutch (n=41) 12(29.3%) 28 (68.3%) 37.5% 72.5% 58.5% 41.5% 27.5%     10.0% 
      
      Next, the seven scales of the adapted reasoned action model were tested for internal 
consistency. Firstly, the scale of behavioural intention was considered to be highly consistent with a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .97. Following this, the scales of the proximal variables were studied. Out of the 
three scales, attitude was considered the most homogeneous with a Cronbach’s alpha of .87. Perceived 
norm and perceived behavioural control were less consistent, but still acceptable (Fishbein & Ajzen, 
2010) with alphas of .68 and .69. Finally, the three behavioural belief scales were studied. These 
ranged from highly consistent for control beliefs with a Cronbach’s alpha of .91 to fairly consistent for 
normative beliefs with a Cronbach’s alpha of .68. Values for all scales can be found in Table 3. 
      After studying scale reliability, the mean scores for each variable in the model were studied 
and the following observations were made. The mean score of 11.79 for behavioural intention, 
indicated that on average, respondents thought it was neither likely nor unlikely that they would 
integrate smartphones in their lessons in the near future. The mean score of the proximal variable 
attitude (3.16) was close to the neutral score too, indicating that on average, these teachers’ attitudes 
were neither favourable nor unfavourable towards using smartphones in language lessons. The mean 
of 14.66 for PBC, which was confirmed to be significantly different from the neutral score 
(t(61)=5.05, p < .05, r = 0.54) indicated that when asked directly, respondents slightly agreed they had 
the capacity and autonomy to integrate smartphones in their lessons. The mean score of 8.32 for 
perceived norm on the other hand, also confirmed significantly different from the neutral score (t(61)= 
-7.63, p < .05, r = 0.70) was on the negative side of the scale, indicating that on average, these teachers 
slightly disagreed they felt social pressure towards using smartphones in their lessons. Looking at the 
mean scores of the three belief scales, it was noted that all three of these values were close to the 
neutral scores, indicating that on avarage, respondents held beliefs that were neither favourable nor 
unfavourable towards smartphones in language lessons. When individual items of the outcome beliefs 
scale were reviewed, it could be seen that on average, the application of smartphones that was 
considered most positive was “learning vocabulary”. Regarding normative beliefs, it was observed that 
the only item with a mean on the positive side of the scale was “My students think that I should use 
smartphones in my lessons” weighted by the motivation to comply. This indicated that on average, 
compared with friends, colleagues and superiors, the only reference group from which respondents felt 
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some social pressure were their students. The mean scores and standard deviations for all scales of the 
model are listed in Table 3. 
      
Table 3 
Descriptive statistics and internal consistency of the seven scales of the model 
Scale n Items 
Actual 
Range 
M SD   α 
1. Behavioural intention  63 3 3 - 21 11.79 6.08 .97 
2. Attitude 63 4 -8 - 12 3.16 4.13 .87 
3. Perceived norm 62 3 3 - 21 8.32 3.80 .68 
4. Perceived behavioural control 62 3 4 - 21 14.66 4.15 .69 
5. Outcome beliefs and their evaluations 63 8 28-175 116.63 32.55 .79 
6. Normative beliefs and motivation to comply  61 12 -92 - 34 -18.16 24.96 .68 
7. Control beliefs 63 5 5 - 35 19.70 8.11 .91 
 
      Next, the responses on the items measuring the distal variables were studied. To begin with, it 
was observed that the responses regarding the language centre’s policy seemed to lack consistency. 
For example, it was found that teachers’ perceptions about one and the same institute differed greatly; 
in other words teachers did not seem to agree on whether a certain language centre had a positive or 
negative policy and which support was offered. A possible explanation for the contradicting responses 
was that teachers were not well informed regarding their language centre’s policy. All things 
considered it was decided to use only one item, the question “What kind of policy towards using 
smartphones does the language centre where you work have?”, for further analyses. As 55.4% of 
respondents had answered “I don’t know” and were consequently left out, the remaining number of 
respondents for the distal variable language centre’s policy was 26. The mean score of 1.85 indicated 
that on average, these teachers perceived their language centre’s policy towards using smartphones in 
the classroom as being slightly positive. It should be noted though, that this score excluded the 
teachers who had answered “don’t know” and the latter group was analysed separately for comparison. 
The mean score also excluded the three teachers who had answered that their language centre banned 
the use of mobile phones in the classroom. These respondents all said to be willing to use smartphones 
despite the ban. A closer look at their responses to other items showed that these three respondents 
were from two different age groups, two of them taught English and one of them taught Dutch, they all 
had a different type of contract and worked for five different language centres in total. There was no 
clear positive or negative trend in their scores on the belief variables and proximal variables. One of 
these respondents answered that he was already using smartphones in his lessons in an integrative 
way, one respondent’s intentions to integrate smartphones were low and the last one’s were mixed. In 
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conclusion, perceived banning policies did not seem to be related to a certain background and did not 
seem to influence these three respondents’ behavioural beliefs and intentions in one specific direction.    
      The distal variable knowledge of using mobile phones for personal purposes, consisting of two 
items, showed a mean score of 8.03, which indicated that on average respondents showed neither 
strong nor weak knowledge and skills in this area. The distal variable knowledge of using smartphones 
for didactic purposes, consisting of four items, showed a mean score of 8.41, indicating that on 
average teachers had fairly little knowledge regarding didactic applications of smartphones. 
      In order to get an understanding of whether the mean scores were different for certain 
subgroups within the sample population, all data were standardized and disaggregated according to 
firstly, whether respondents owned a smartphone or a basic phone, secondly, whether they used their 
phone frequently or infrequently, thirdly, the number of hours they worked per week and finally, 
respondents’ age. Descriptive statistics for these subgroups were studied and the following 
observations were made. The scores of respondents who owned a basic phone (n=13) were less 
favourable than those of all respondents together. Out of all subgroups, basic phone owners’ mean 
score on attitude was the most negative and this group of respondents seemed least likely to integrate 
smartphones in their lessons in the near future. Surprisingly though, with a z-score of -.01 for 
perceived behavioural control, the mean for this variable hardly differed from that of the aggregate. 
The largest difference observed for basic phone owners was, as expected, their score on the distal 
variable knowledge of using mobile phones for personal purposes (-1.52). The subgroup that had the 
most favourable scores compared to the aggregate, was the one of teachers who used their phone 
frequently. The frequent phone users’ (n=26) intentions to integrate smartphones in their lessons were 
stronger (.39) than those of the whole group and their mean scores on the proximal and belief variables 
were all slightly more positive than the corresponding scores of the aggregated data. The largest 
differences related to the distal variables knowledge of using mobile phones for personal purposes and 
for didactic purposes. The group of smartphone owners showed only slightly more positive scores 
compared with all respondents together. A possible explanation is that with 49 out of 63 respondents 
owning a smartphone, this is still a fairly mixed group. Subgroups based on number of hours teachers 
worked per week and based on age did not show any clear trends in a certain direction compared with 
the aggregate. The means and standard deviations in z-scores for all subgroups can be found in Table 
4.  




Subgroups’ means and standard deviations compared to aggregated data using z-scores  











n 63 63 62 62 63 61 63 63 26 63 
M .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
SD 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
Smartphone owners  
n 49 49 48 49 49 48 49 49 19 47 
M .14 .12 .09 .00 .14 .13 .15 .40 .07 .11 
SD .99 .93 1.05 .94 .91 1.00 .93 .70 .90 .99 
Basic phone owners 
n 13 13 13 13 13 12 13 13 7 13 
M -.45 -.39 -.27 -.01 -.55 -.48 -.55 -1.52 -.18 -.43 
SD .95 1.19 .79 1.24 1.21 .92 1.13 .31 1.30 .96 
Frequent mobile phone users 
n 26 26 25 25 26 26 26 26 13 25 
M .39 .20 .18 .29 .26 .14 .36 .65 .00 .43 
SD 1.02 .84 .89 .86 .86 1.07 .72 .51 .94 .90 
Infrequent mobile phone users 
n 33 33 33 33 33 32 33 33 10 32 
M -.31 -.10 -.21 -.25 -.11 -.06 -.36 -.57 .07 -.46 
SD .80 .94 .94 .94 .95 .82 .99 .93 1.20 .85 
Teachers who worked < 20 hours p/wk 
n 17 17 17 17 17 16 17 17 5 17 
M .08 -.01 -.15 .32 -.12 -.11 -.04 .01 .48 .04 
SD 1.03 1.07 .98 1.00 .96 .88 .94 .93 .61 .94 
Teachers who worked 20-36 hours p/wk 
n 34 34 34 33 34 33 34 34 14 32 
M -.07 -.12 .02 -.08 -.02 .11 -.13 -.04 -.18 -.07 
SD 1.00 .98 1.05 .98 1.09 1.05 1.10 1.10 .99 1.05 
Teachers who worked >36 hours p/wk 
n 11 11 10 11 11 11 11 11 7 11 
M .09 .34 .28 -.20 .23 -.14 .44 .21 .02 .13 
SD 1.07 1.01 .84 1.09 .82 1.10 .75 .84 1.23 1.08 
Teachers who were younger than 46 years 
n 28 28 27 28 28 27 28 28 11 27 
M -.04 -.19 .04 .09 .01 -.14 .08 .43 .09 .02 
SD 1.06 .92 1.09 1.03 .98 1.12 .96 .81 .96 1.06 
Teachers who were 46 years or older  
n 34 34 34 33 34 33 34 34 14 33 
M -.01 .15 -.05 -.07 -.03 .11 -.08 -.36 .02 -.06 
SD .94 1.06 .95 1.00 1.04 .91 1.05 1.02 1.05 .95 
 
The descriptive statistics for the subgroups basic phone owners and frequent phone users raised 
interesting questions about the role that possession of a mobile phone and teachers’ use of it played in 
their beliefs and intentions towards integrating smartphones in their lessons. However, the small 
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number of respondents in each group made it unfeasable to investigate these roles any further as part 
of this study. The only disaggregated data used for correlations and regression analyses in addition to 
the analyses using aggregated data was the largest subgroup, the one of smartphone owners.       
The first bivariate correlation analysis involved the aggregated data, using z-scores. Kendall’s 
tau was chosen because of the small sample size. The outcome showed that the intention to integrate 
smartphones correlated highly significantly (p < .01) with all other variables in the model apart from 
the proximal variable PBC, with which it correlated only significantly (p < .05). Furthermore, control 
beliefs correlated highly significantly with all proximal variables, and outcome beliefs correlated 
significantly, but the normative belief variable only correlated with attitude and perceived norm, not at 
all with PBC, indicating that there was no relation between the social pressure that respondents felt 
towards using smartphones in the classroom and their sense of capacity and autonomy to integrate 
smartphones in their lessons. Finally, it could be seen that the distal variable knowledge of using 
mobile phones for personal purposes correlated significantly with all behavioural beliefs, whereas 
knowledge of using smartphones for didactic purposes correlated only with the control belief variable. 
The distal variable policy also showed some correlation with the normative belief variable. However, 
when the analysis was repeated with the group of teachers who answered “don’t know” to the question 
about the language centre’s policy, the outcome showed a different pattern as the policy variable no 
longer showed significant correlations with any of the teachers’ behavioural beliefs. This difference 
seemed to indicate that when a language centre had a clear positive or negative policy towards 
smartphones in the classroom, there was a relationship with their teachers’ perceptions of the social 
pressure they felt towards using smartphones. When teachers were not aware of the language centre’s 
policy however, this relationship no longer existed. All in all, it seemed that for the group as a whole, 
if a teacher’s attitude towards integrating smartphones in language lessons became more favourable, 
the intention to integrate smartphones increased. This was also true for perceived norm, but less so for 
perceived behavioural control. All correlations for the group as a whole can be found in Table 5.   
 




Correlations for aggregated data, non-significant correlations omitted 
Scale n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Knowl. personal 63          
2. Policy 26          
3. Knowl. didactic 61 .37**         
4. Outcome beliefs 63 .20*         
5. Normative beliefs 61 .26** .30*  .29**      
6. Control beliefs 63 .34**  .33* .17* .18*     
7. Attitude 63  .48** .19* .36** .25** .35**    
8. Perceived norm 62 .18* .38**  .26** .32** .25** .43**   
9. PBC  62 .16*  .20* .20*  .33** .16*   
10. Intention 63 .23** .55** .31** .24** .36** .32** .53** .44** .20* 
** p < .01, (1-tailed) 
  * p < .05, (1-tailed) 
   
 
      Next, the bivariate correlation analyses were repeated for the subgroup smartphone owners. 
When the outcomes were compared with those of the aggregated data, the following observations were 
made. Firstly, the correlation between the distal variable knowledge of smartphones for didactic 
purposes and the intention to integrate smartphones, as well as the correlation between the proximal 
variable PBC and the intention to integrate smartphones, were stronger for smartphone owners. On the 
other hand, the correlation between teachers’ outcome beliefs and their intention to integrate 
smartphones was non-significant for smartphone owners. Furthermore, the distal variable policy no 
longer showed any significant correlations with any of the behavioural beliefs and both normative 
beliefs and perceived norm showed fewer, weaker and less significant correlations with other variables 
in the model. All in all, it seemed that for smartphone owners, the intention to integrate smartphones 
still increased when a teacher’s attitude became more favourable, but PBC seemed to play a more 
significant role, too. All correlations for the subgroup smartphone owners can be found in Table 6. 
 




Correlations for subgroup of smartphone owners, non-significant correlations omitted 
Scale n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Knowl. personal use 49          
2. Policy 19          
3. Knowl. didactic use 47 .37**         
4. Outcome beliefs 49          
5. Normative beliefs 49 .22*  .18* .20*      
6. Control beliefs 48 .34**  .36**       
7. Attitude 49  .36* .28** .25**  .36**    
8. Perceived norm 48 .18*  .23* .19* .29** .26** .36**   
9. PBC  49 .31**  .28** .27**  .41** .28** .21*  
10. Intention 49 .19* .51** .41**  .35** .34** .49** .40** .32** 
** p < .01, (1-tailed) 
  * p < .05, (1-tailed) 
 
   Finally, the three hypotheses were tested using multiple regression analyses. For the first 
hypothesis, behavioural intention was regressed on the proximal variables attitude, perceived norm 
and perceived behavioural control. The outcome showed that the three proximal variables could 
account for 47.4% of the variability of behavioural intention. B-values showed that out of the three 
proximal variables, attitude had the strongest influence, (t(63) = 3.67, p < .001), B .43, on intention, 
followed by perceived norm with (t(62) = 2.54, p < .05), B .29. Teachers’ perceived behavioural 
control however, did not have a significant influence on their intention to integrate smartphones in 
their lessons. Therefore, hypothesis 1 was only partially confirmed; 1.1 and 1.2 were confirmed, but 
1.3 was not confirmed.  
In order to test the second hypothesis, each of the three proximal variables attitude, perceived 
norm and PBC were regressed on the three behavioural belief variables outcome, normative and 
control beliefs. The first analysis showed that the three belief variables accounted for 38.4% of the 
variability of the proximal variable attitude and as expected, the outcome beliefs had the strongest 
influence on the proximal variable attitude with (t(63) = 3.57, p < .05), B .42. Also, there was an 
unexpected additional correlation between teachers’ control beliefs and their attitudes with (t(63) = 
2.87, p < .05), B .31.This may have been related to a relatively large number of teachers who answered 
negatively to the questions regarding their perceived capability to use smartphones in their lessons, 
which may indeed negatively influence their opinion about for example the need and usefulness of 
such technology in their lessons. It should be noted however that Fishbein and Ajzen (2010) pointed 
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out that the proximal variable attitude would only be influenced by its underlying outcome beliefs and 
that correlations with other beliefs might be explained by the existence of some distal variable that 
influenced all three beliefs. Regarding the proximal variable perceived norm, it was observed that 
outcome, normative and control beliefs accounted for 26.7% of its variability, and that teachers’ 
normative beliefs had a significant influence on their perceived norm (t(61) = 2.09, p < .05), B .29. 
Finally, the three belief variables accounted for 20.4% of the variability of the proximal variable PBC 
and the control beliefs had a significant influence on teachers’ perceived behavioural control (t(63) = 
3.06, p < .05), B .38. All in all, hypothesis 2 was confirmed.  
      Finally, regression analyses showed that the three distal variables together accounted for 
20.7% of the variability in teachers’ outcome beliefs, for 21.2% of the variability of teachers’ 
normative beliefs and for 28.6% of the variability of teachers’ control beliefs. However, the model 
could not confirm that any of the distal variables significantly influenced teachers’ behavioural beliefs. 
Therefore, hypothesis 3 was not confirmed. The covariates language taught and type of contract 
showed no significant influences in any of the above mentioned analyses. Figure 3 shows all 
significant influences that were found. 
   
 
                                             .42 




in language lessons 





smartphones  for 
personal use 
Language                
                                                                    .29                     .29 
       
                                                                          
     .31 
 




Figure 3. Path diagram showing significant (p < .05) influences for the aggregated data.  
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significant influences found, the question was raised whether the chosen distal variables were 
appropriate; other distal variables might have suited the model better.  
Following on from the fact that in the analyses testing of the third hypothesis the respondents 
who had answered “don’t know” to the question about the language centre’s policy were excluded, a 
separate analysis was conducted using these responses. The outcome of this analysis did not show a 
significant influence of policy, but did show a change in the pattern of distal variables’ influences on 
behavioural beliefs with more influence from knowledge of using mobile phones for personal 
purposes and knowledge of using mobile phones for didactic purposes.  
Finally, because correlation analyses had shown a stronger correlation between teachers’ PBC 
and intention to integrate smartphones in their lessons for smartphone owners than for the group as a 
whole, the regression analysis testing the influence of the proximal variables on behavioural intention 
was repeated for the subgroup of smartphone owners. The following observations were made. Just like 
for the group as a whole, the proximal variable attitude had the strongest influence on teachers’ 
intentions to integrate smartphones in their lessons ((t(48) = 3.04, p < .05), B .42). The influence of 
perceived norm however, was only close to significance (p = .59) and the proximal variable PBC 
significantly influenced intention with (t(48) = 1.99, p < .05), B .24. In conclusion, this outcome 
further confirmed that the role of teachers’ perceived capacity and autonomy towards integrating 
smartphones in their lessons seemed to be stronger and the role of teachers’ perceived social pressure 
seemed weaker for smartphone owners than for all respondents together. Figure 4 shows the 
significant influences found for smartphone owners.  
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Figure 4. Path diagram showing significant influences (p < .05) of proximal variables on intention for 
smartphone owners.  
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5. Discussion and conclusion 
The aim of this study was to identify to which extent certain personal factors influenced teachers’ 
intentions to integrate smartphones in their lessons and to describe how this information could be used 
to stimulate the integration of smartphones in language learning classrooms in Dutch higher education. 
In order to identify potential influencing factors, three hypotheses were tested. The first hypothesis, 
related to the influence of the proximal variables attitude, perceived norm and perceived behavioural 
control was only partially confirmed as attitude and perceived norm did influence intention, but 
perceived behavioural control did not. These results fitted in with other studies using RAA and its 
predecessors. Indeed, the attitude variable having the strongest influence on intention for example, was 
seen many times before and a significant influence from only two out of the three proximal variables 
was also seen in several previous studies (Admiraal et al., 2013; Kreijns, van Acker, et al., 2013; Lee 
et al., 2010; Sugar, Crawley, & Fine, 2004; Teo & Lee, 2010).  
      Interestingly in this study though, when the first hypothesis was tested using only the 
subgroup of teachers who all owned a smartphone, perceived norm no longer had a significant 
influence, but perceived behavioural control did. This finding seemed to imply that when respondents 
are more familiar with or skilled in the technology under study, they feel less social pressure regarding 
the use of it. This is in line with Kreijns and colleagues’ (2013) findings that teachers’ perceived 
knowledge and skills towards technology use negatively influenced their subjective norm towards this 
technology use. Alternatively, this finding could imply that overall, language centres failed to send a 
clear message regarding for example their policies, wishes and strategies towards using mobile phones 
in the classroom, which led to a lacking influence of social pressure on these teachers’ intentions to 
integrate smartphones in their lessons. This reasoning was partially confirmed by the high number of 
teachers responding “don’t know” to the question regarding the language centre’s policy. It is also in 
line with for example Sugar and colleagues (2004) who found that teachers were totally uninfluenced 
by others in their intentions to integrate technology and who expressed their concerns about this 
situation. Yet another way of looking at the outcome of the hypothesis 1 testing could be to consider 
the mean scores of the proximal variables. The mean score of perceived norm was slightly negative 
and its influence on intention was significant, indicating that the respondents felt little social pressure 
which led to a weak intention to integrate smartphones. At the same time, the mean score of PBC was 
slightly positive, but had no significant influence on intention, indicating that even if teachers felt they 
had the capacity and autonomy to integrate smartphones in their lessons, they still did not have the 
intention to do so. This last aspect raised questions about the extent to which respondents’ answers 
were consistent and how accurately they reflected reality, beyond the normal concerns that always 
play a role in studies based on self-reported data. In several psychological studies, Dunning and 
colleagues (Dunning, Johnson, Ehrlinger, & Kruger, 2003) found that people tended to greatly 
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overestimate their own skills, especially when they were lacking knowledge. This phenomenon could 
imply that using RAA to study teachers’ intentions to integrate certain technology would give more 
reliable results when teachers are familiar with that technology compared with when they are totally 
unfamiliar with the technology under study.   
      The second hypothesis, related to the influence of teachers’ underlying beliefs on proximal 
variables and indirectly, on their intention to integrate smartphones in their lessons, was confirmed.  
      The third hypothesis, related to the influence of domain specific background factors on 
teachers’ behavioural beliefs, was not confirmed. It should be noted that the sample size in this study 
was fairly small for regression analyses, which may have led to the lack of significant influences 
found for the distal variables. In addition, separate analyses showed hardly any significant influences 
of the distal variables directly on the proximal variables, which may indicate that these specific distal 
variables did not suit the model. However, all in all, RAA seemed to be a suitable instrument for this 
study into teachers’ technology acceptance. Even if the results found were somewhat limited, it was 
likely that this was due to the small sample size and maybe the choice of distal variables. Comparing 
aggregated and disaggregated data seemed to illustrate an important aspect of integrating technology 
in an educational context: how different factors not only play a role, but also interact at many levels. 
Important points for similar studies in the future would be to collect sufficient data and to work with a 
highly homogeneous sample.    
   
In conclusion, this study confirmed that the teacher played a crucial role in the decision to integrate 
smartphones in language lessons. This fits in with several previous studies on teachers’ willingness to 
use technology (Mumtaz, 2000). Furthermore, the extent to which respondents were influenced by 
social pressure or by their perception of capacity and autonomy to integrate smartphones in their 
lessons seemed to depend on how familiar and skilled they were in using smartphones. The practical 
implications of these findings are that language centre managers and administrators who want to 
stimulate teachers to integrate smartphones in their lessons, should first of all try to influence teachers’ 
attitudes. However, like Yzer (2012b) pointed out, an intervention would not influence people’s 
attitude directly, but would try to change people’s underlying beliefs. In this case, the received 
responses suggested that focusing on the instrumental aspects of using smartphones may be 
particularly useful. Potential strategies include showing teachers efficient and effective ways to use 
smartphones in language lessons and informing teachers about the benefits. A second aspect of a 
successful intervention would address the role of knowledge of and skills in using smartphones. The 
fact that, for the group as a whole, the knowledge of using mobile phones for personal purposes 
showed stronger and more significant correlations with other variables in the model than knowledge of 
using smartphones for didactic purposes, suggested that emphasis should be on making smartphones 
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available for all teachers, not only for didactic purposes, but especially for personal purposes. This is 
also in line with a previous study into factors obstructing or stimulating teacher trainers’ 
implementation of innovative use of ICT, in which the importance of personal factors and the 
availability of time and facilities to experiment were pointed out (Drent & Meelissen, 2008). The 
importance of exploring was in fact also mentioned by one of the respondents who wrote in the 
comment box at the bottom of the questionnaire “I have noticed that since I have a smartphone, I have 
discovered more of its possibilities”. Thus, employers who want to promote the use of smartphones in 
language lessons should consider providing all their teachers with a smartphone and encourage them 
to use the devices not only for didactic purposes but also for personal purposes. 
      A final word regarding interventions to stimulate the integration of smartphones in language 
lessons is related to Zhao and Frank’s (2003) suggestion that schools are in fact ecological systems, 
where people and technology constantly compete in some sort of ‘survival of the fittest’. They 
suggested taking an evolutionary approach instead of a revolutionary approach with regards to 
technology integration, to which they added that evolution “just happens”. Following these ideas, 
interventions aiming to stimulate the use of smartphones may not be effective, for example if this 
technology is not compatible with the context or the people in the “system”. What Zhao and Frank 
suggested would be more effective, was to let teachers experiment with technology in informal 
settings, to let them interact with each other and observe role models and let the technological 
evolution take place in its own time. This approach may be “hard to sell” for managers and 
administrators who need to justify their course of actions and implemented policies towards the use of 
technology in language lessons. However, considering the idea of the school as an ecological system 
may help with trying to understand the complexity of technology integration in education and may at 
the same time be reassuring in the sense that if a certain technology is highly compatible with a certain 
context, it will find its place one way or another. 
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Overview of Language Centres affiliated with a Dutch Institute of Higher Education which were asked 
to take part in the survey. 
 
1. Delft University of Technology - Universitair Instituut voor Talen en Academische Vaardigheden 
2. Eindhoven University of Technology - Center for Languages and Intercultural Communication 
3. Erasmus University Rotterdam - Taal- & Trainingscentrum  
4. Fontys University of Applied Sciences - Talencentrum Eindhoven  
5. HAN University of Applied Sciences - Talencentrum  
6. Hanze University of Applied Sciences - Hanze Talencentrum  
7. HZ University of Applied Sciences - HZ Talencentrum  
8. Leiden University - Academisch Talencentrum 
9. Maastricht University - Talencentrum  
10. Radboud University Nijmegen - Radboud in’to languages  
11. Saxion University of Applied Sciences - Taalexpert  
12. Tilburg University - Talencentrum  
13. University of Amsterdam - Instituut voor Nederlands Taalonderwijs en Taaladvies  
14. University of Groningen - Talencentrum  
15. University of Twente - TaalCoordinatiepunt/TCP Language Centre  
16. VU University - Taalcentrum-VU  
17. VU University - VU-NT2  
18. Wageningen University - Wageningen in’to languages  
 
 




Vragenlijst “Gebruik van smartphones in taallessen” 
 
Algemene vragen 
1. Wat is je geslacht?  0 man  0 vrouw 
 
2. Tot welke leeftijdscategorie behoor je? 
0  jonger dan 25 
0  25 - 35 
0  36 - 45 
0  46 - 55 
0  56 - 65 
0  ouder dan 65 
 
3. Welke lessen geef je?  
0  Engels  
0  Nederlands als vreemde taal 
0  Engels en Nederlands als vreemde taal 
 
4. Bij welk(e) talencentrum(s) geef je les? 
    Meerdere antwoorden mogelijk 
 Fontys Talencentrum 
 HAN-Talencentrum 
 Hanze Talencentrum 
 HZ Talencentrum 
 Radboud in'to Languages 
 RUG - Talencentrum 
 Saxion - Taalexpert 
 Tilburg University - Language Center 
 TU Delft - ITAV 
 TU Eindhoven - CLIC 
 Universiteit Leiden - Academisch Talencentrum 
 Universiteit Maastricht - Talencentrum 
 Universiteit Twente - TaalCoördinatiePunt 
 UvA - INTT 
 VU - Taalcentrum-VU 
 Wageningen in'to Languages 
 
5. Welk dienstverband heb je met dit (deze) talencentrum(s) 
0  contract voor onbepaalde tijd 
0  contract voor bepaalde tijd 
0  ik ben zzp'er / werk freelance 
 
6. Hoeveel uur werk je gemiddeld als taaldocent? 
Voor zzp'ers/freelancers gaat het om alle werkgevers samen en inclusief voorbereidingstijd 
0  minder dan 20 uur per week 
0  20 - 36 uur per week 
0  meer dan 36 uur per week 
 




Steeds meer taaldocenten maken in hun lessen gebruik van het feit dat studenten een mobiele 
telefoon bezitten. Volgens experts kan de effectiviteit van bepaalde activiteiten in taallessen worden 
verhoogd als op een geïntegreerde manier gebruik wordt gemaakt van mobiele technologie. Zo zijn er 
stemprogramma's voor smartphones waarmee de hele klas tegelijk kan reageren op een discussiepunt 
of waarmee de docent via korte toetsen kan meten in hoeverre studenten de leerstof 
beheersen. Verder kunnen smartphones toegang verschaffen tot sociale media als blogs en Twitter, 
die positief kunnen bijdragen aan samenwerkend leren. Ten slotte kunnen smartphones op 
verschillende manieren helpen bij repetitieve taken zoals bijvoorbeeld woordjes leren. Deze vragenlijst 
is deel van een onderzoek gericht op de vraag waarom sommige taaldocenten smartphones op een 
geïntegreerde manier in hun les gebruiken en andere niet. Er zijn geen goede of foute antwoorden - de 
onderzoeker is geïnteresseerd in jouw persoonlijke mening over het op een geïntegreerde manier 
gebruiken van smartphones in je eigen lessen. Alvast bedankt voor je medewerking aan dit onderzoek. 
 
Aanwijzing 
De vragenlijst bestaat uit meerkeuzevragen, vragen met selectievakjes en uit vragen die gebruik 
maken van een schaal met zeven plaatsen. Bij die zevenpuntsschaal word je telkens gevraagd om op 
het nummer te klikken dat het beste je mening omschrijft. Nummers 1 en 7 geven de meest 
uitgesproken meningen aan, met nummer 4 geef je aan dat je noch het één noch het ander vindt en 
de overige cijfers zitten daar tussenin. Sommige vragen en antwoordschalen lijken op elkaar, maar 
verschillen in kleine details; het is daarom belangrijk de vragen goed te lezen alvorens op het 
antwoord te klikken dat het beste jouw mening omschrijft. De vragenlijst begint op de volgende 
pagina. 
 
7. Heb je zelf een mobiele telefoon? 
0  ja 
0  nee (door naar vraag 13) 
 
8. Welk soort telefoon heb je? 
0  smartphone 
0  niet-smartphone 
 
9. Waarvoor gebruik je je telefoon? 
Vink alle vakjes die van toepassing zijn aan 
 bellen/berichten versturen 
 email lezen/versturen 
 skypen/facetimen 
 sociale media 
 websites raadplegen 
 het nieuws volgen 
 tijdschriften/boeken lezen 
 documenten lezen 
 kaarten/plattegronden raadplegen 
 wekker/stopwatch gebruiken 
 aantekeningen maken 
 foto's maken 
 filmpjes maken 
 naar muziek/podcasts luisteren 
 tv/filmpjes kijken 
 spelletjes doen 
 gratis apps gebruiken 
 betaalde apps gebruiken 
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 Anders: ………………….. 
 
10. Hoeveel keer per dag gebruik je je mobiele telefoon op werkdagen? ………………… 
Het exacte aantal keren is niet belangrijk, het gaat om een indicatie. 
 
11. Hoeveel keer per dag gebruik je je mobiele telefoon op vrije dagen? ……………….. 
Het exacte aantal keren is niet belangrijk, het gaat om een indicatie. 
 
12. In hoeverre vind je het belangrijk dat je je mobiele telefoon elk moment van de dag bij je hebt? 
heel belangrijk 1-2-3-4-5-6-7 totaal onbelangrijk 
 
N.B. zzp'ers/freelancers die bij meerdere onderwijsinstellingen werken: ga bij ALLE volgende vragen 
uit van de onderwijsinstelling waar je het grootste aantal uren werkt. 
 
13. Welk beleid omtrent het gebruik van smartphones in de les heeft het talencentrum waar je werkt? 
0  zeer positief beleid (door naar vraag 15) 
0  beetje positief beleid (door naar vraag 15) 
0  beetje negatief beleid (door naar vraag 15) 
0  smartphones zijn verboden in de les 
0  weet ik niet (door naar vraag 15) 
 
14. Ben je ondanks dit verbod bereid om smartphones in de les te gebruiken? 
0  ja (door naar vraag 17) 
0  nee (door naar vraag 64) 
 
15. In hoeverre vind je het belangrijk dat jouw lessen aansluiten bij het beleid van het talencentrum? 
heel belangrijk 1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totaal onbelangrijk 
 
16. Welke van de onderstaande dingen worden aangeboden via het talencentrum waar je werkt? 
Vink alle vakjes die van toepassing zijn aan 
 informatie over didactische toepassingen van smartphones 
 training voor het gebruik van smartphones in de les 
 een gedragscode voor het gebruik van smartphones in de les 
 technologische ondersteuning voor het gebruik van smartphones in de les 
 voor zover ik weet wordt geen van deze dingen aangeboden 
 
17. Hoe ervaren ben je in het gebruik van smartphones voor persoonlijke doeleinden? 
0  weet er niets van (door naar vraag 25) 
0  oriënterende gebruiker (starter) 
0  beginnende gebruiker 
0  beetje ervaren gebruiker 
0  gevorderde gebruiker 
0  vergevorderde gebruiker 
0  zeer gevorderde gebruiker (expert) 
 
18. Hoe ervaren ben je in het gebruik van smartphones voor didactische doeleinden? 
0  weet er niets van (door naar vraag 25) 
0  oriënterende gebruiker (starter) 
0  beginnende gebruiker 
0  beetje ervaren gebruiker 
0  gevorderde gebruiker 
0  vergevorderde gebruiker 
0  zeer gevorderde gebruiker (expert) 
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19. In hoeverre ken je stemprogramma's voor mobiele telefoons? 
0  goed mee bekend 
0  beetje mee bekend 
0  heb er wel eens van gehoord (door naar vraag 21) 
0  heb er nooit van gehoord (door naar vraag 21) 
 
20. Hoe vaak gebruik je stemprogramma's voor smartphones? 
elke keer als de gelegenheid zich voordoet  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  nooit 
 
21. In hoeverre ken je sociale media voor smartphones? 
0  goed mee bekend 
0  beetje mee bekend 
0  wel eens van gehoord (door naar vraag 23) 
0  nooit van gehoord (door naar vraag 23) 
 
22. Hoe vaak gebruik je sociale media voor smartphones? 
elke keer als de gelegenheid zich voordoet  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  nooit 
 
23. In hoeverre ken je apps voor woordjes leren met smartphones? 
0  goed mee bekend 
0  beetje mee bekend 
0  wel eens van gehoord (door naar vraag 25) 
0  nooit van gehoord (door naar vraag 25) 
 
24. Hoe vaak gebruik je apps voor woordjes leren? 
elke keer als de gelegenheid zich voordoet  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  nooit 
 
Veel van de volgende vragen gaan over "op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in de les 
gebruiken". Onder "op een geïntegreerde manier" wordt verstaan dat smartphones worden gezien als 
constant onderdeel van de leer- en lessituatie, net zoals bijvoorbeeld boeken, audiomateriaal, en het 
digibord dat momenteel zijn, en dat ze worden ingezet om bestaande leeractiviteiten effectiever te 
maken. 
 
25. Als ik op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les gebruik zullen meer studenten 
meedoen aan discussies. 
zeer waarschijnlijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  zeer onwaarschijnlijk 
 
26. Als ik op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les gebruik kan ik eenvoudig inzicht 
krijgen in hoeverre studenten bepaalde leerstof beheersen. 
zeer waarschijnlijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  zeer onwaarschijnlijk 
 
 
27. Als ik op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les gebruik draagt dat positief bij aan 
samenwerkend leren. 
zeer waarschijnlijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  zeer onwaarschijnlijk 
 
28. Als ik op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les gebruik kan dat studenten helpen bij 
het leren van nieuwe vocabulaire. 
zeer waarschijnlijk voordoet  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  zeer onwaarschijnlijk 
 
29. In hoeverre vind je het belangrijk dat alle studenten meedoen aan discussies? 
heel belangrijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totaal onbelangrijk 
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30. In hoeverre vind je het belangrijk te weten of studenten de leerstof beheersen? 
heel belangrijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totaal onbelangrijk 
 
31. In hoeverre vind je samenwerkend leren belangrijk? 
heel belangrijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totaal onbelangrijk 
 
32. In hoeverre vind je het belangrijk dat studenten nieuwe vocabulaire leren? 
heel belangrijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totaal onbelangrijk 
 
33. Mijn vrienden vinden dat ik op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les zou moeten 
gebruiken. 
zeer waarschijnlijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  zeer onwaarschijnlijk 
 
34. Mijn collega's vinden dat ik op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les zou moeten 
gebruiken. 
zeer waarschijnlijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  zeer onwaarschijnlijk 
 
35. Mijn leidinggevenden vinden dat ik op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les zou 
moeten gebruiken. 
zeer waarschijnlijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  zeer onwaarschijnlijk 
 
36. Mijn studenten vinden dat ik op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les zou moeten 
gebruiken. 
zeer waarschijnlijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  zeer onwaarschijnlijk 
 
37. Als het gaat om mijn lesgeven, wil ik doen wat mijn vrienden vinden dat ik zou moeten doen. 
helemaal mee eens  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal mee oneens 
 
38. Als het gaat om mijn lesgeven, wil ik doen wat mijn collega's vinden dat ik zou moeten doen. 
helemaal mee eens  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal mee oneens 
 
39. Als het gaat om mijn lesgeven, wil ik doen wat mijn leidinggevenden vinden dat ik zou 
moeten doen. 
helemaal mee eens  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal mee oneens 
 
40. Als het gaat om mijn lesgeven, wil ik doen wat mijn studenten vinden dat ik zou moeten doen. 
helemaal mee eens  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal mee oneens 
 
41. Als het gaat om lesgeven, hoe graag wil je zoals je collega's zijn? 
heel graag 1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal niet 
 
42. Mijn collega's van het talencentrum gebruiken op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in hun 
les. 
helemaal waar   1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal onwaar 
 
43. Mijn collega's bij andere afdelingen van de universiteit/hogeschool gebruiken op een geïntegreerde 
manier smartphones in hun les. 
helemaal waar   1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal onwaar 
 
44. Collega's bij andere universiteiten/hogescholen gebruiken op een geïntegreerde manier 
smartphones in hun les. 
helemaal waar   1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal onwaar 
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45. Zelfs als er via het talencentrum geen informatie over didactische toepassingen van smartphones 
wordt aangeboden, kan ik op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les gebruiken. 
helemaal mee eens  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal mee oneens 
 
46. Zelfs als ik geen specifieke training heb gevolgd, kan ik op een geïntegreerde manier  smartphones 
in mijn les gebruiken. 
helemaal mee eens  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal mee oneens 
 
47. Zelfs als het talencentrum geen gedragscode voor het gebruik van smartphones in de les heeft, kan 
ik op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les gebruiken. 
helemaal mee eens  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal mee oneens 
 
48. Zelfs als er via het talencentrum geen technologische ondersteuning is, kan ik op een geïntegreerde 
manier smartphones in mijn les gebruiken. 
helemaal mee eens  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal mee oneens 
 
49. Zelfs als niet al mijn studenten een smartphone bezitten, kan ik op een geïntegreerde manier 
smartphones in mijn les gebruiken. 
helemaal mee eens  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal mee oneens 
 
50. Op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les gebruiken is 
goed  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  slecht 
 
51. Op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les gebruiken is 
nodig  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  onnodig 
 
52. Op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les gebruiken is 
interessant  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  saai 
 
53. Op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les gebruiken is 
wenselijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  onwenselijk 
 
54. De meeste mensen die belangrijk voor me zijn vinden dat ik op een geïntegreerde manier 
smartphones in mijn les zou moeten gebruiken. 
helemaal waar  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal onwaar 
 
55. De meeste mensen wiens mening ik belangrijk vind, zouden het goed vinden als ik op een 
geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les zou gebruiken. 
helemaal waar  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal onwaar 
 
56. Mensen zoals ik gebruiken op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in hun les. 
helemaal mee eens  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal mee oneens 
 
57. Of ik op een geïntegreerde smartphones in mijn les gebruik is volledig aan mij. 
helemaal mee eens  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal mee oneens 
 
58. Als ik dat echt zou willen dan kan ik op een geïntegreerde smartphones in mijn les gebruiken. 
zeer waarschijnlijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  zeer onwaarschijnlijk 
 
59. Ik heb controle over het al dan niet op een geïntegreerde manier gebruiken van smartphones in 
mijn les. 
helemaal mee eens  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal mee oneens 
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60. Ik gebruik al op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les. 
0  ja (door naar vraag 64) 
0  nee 
 
61. Ik wil nog in 2014 op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les gebruiken. 
helemaal waar  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal onwaar 
 
62. Ik heb de intentie om nog in 2014 op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les te 
gebruiken. 
zeker wel  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  zeker niet 
 
63. Ik ga nog in 2014 op een geïntegreerde manier smartphones in mijn les gebruiken. 
zeer waarschijnlijk  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  zeer onwaarschijnlijk 
 
Dit is het eind van de vragenlijst. Vergeet niet je antwoorden te verzenden. 









English translation of questionnaire. 
 
Questionnaire “Using smartphones in language lessons” 
General questions 
1. What is your gender?  0 male   0 female 
 
2. Which age categorie do you belong to? 
0  younger than 25 
0  25 - 35 
0  36 - 45 
0  46 - 55 
0  56 - 65 
0  older than 65 
 
3. Which language(s) do you teach?  
0  English 
0  Dutch as a foreign language 
0  English and Dutch as a foreign language 
 
4. Which language centre do you work for? 
    More than one answer possible 
 Fontys Talencentrum 
 HAN-Talencentrum 
 Hanze Talencentrum 
 HZ Talencentrum 
 Radboud in'to Languages 
 RUG - Talencentrum 
 Saxion - Taalexpert 
 Tilburg University - Language Center 
 TU Delft - ITAV 
 TU Eindhoven - CLIC 
 Universiteit Leiden - Academisch Talencentrum 
 Universiteit Maastricht - Talencentrum 
 Universiteit Twente - TaalCoördinatiePunt 
 UvA - INTT 
 VU - Taalcentrum-VU 
 Wageningen in'to Languages 
 
5. Which type of contract do you have with this/these language centre(s)? 
0  permanent contract 
0  fixed term contract  
0  freelance basis 
 
6. How many hours per week do you work as a language teacher on average? 
Freelance teachers please give the total number of hours with all employers including preparation 
time  
0  less than 20 hours per week 
0  20 - 36 hours per week 
0  more than 36 hours per week 
 




More and more language teachers are taking advantage of the fact that students own a mobile phone.  
According to experts, mobile technology used in an integrative way, can increase the effectiveness of 
certain activities in language lessons. There are for example voting and response programmes for 
smartphones with which a whole class can respond to a discussion point or with which a teacher can 
measure students’ knowledge and understanding through short quizzes. Also, smartphones can be used 
to access social media like blogs and Twitter, which can positively contribute to collaborative 
learning. Finally, there are various ways in which smartphones can help with repetitive tasks such as 
vocabulary learning. This questionnaire is part of a study that focusses on the question why some 
language teachers use smartphones in an integrative way in their lessons and others don’t. There are 
no right or wrong answers - the investigator is interested in your personal opinion about using 
smartphones in your own lessons in an integrative way. Thank you for taking part in this study.    
 
Instruction 
The questionnaire consists of multiple choice questions, check box questions and questions using a 
seven point scale. For these seven point scales you will be asked to click the number that best 
describes your opinion. Numbers 1 and 7 indicate the most extreme opinions, number 4 indicates you 
agree with neither one answer nor the other, and the other numbers are in between. Some questions 
and answer scales are very similar, but differ in small details; it is therefore important to carefully read 
the questions before clicking the answer that best describes your opinion. The questionnaire starts on 
the next page.   
 
7. Do you own a mobile phone? 
0  yes 
0  no (continue to question 13) 
 
8. Which type of phone have you got? 
0  smartphone 
0  non-smartphone 
 
9. What do you use your phone for? 
Check all applicable boxes  
 making phonecalls/sending messages 
 reading/sending email 
 skype/facetime 
 social media 
 using websites  
 following the news 
 reading books/magazines 
 reading documents 
 using maps 
 using the alarm clock/stopwatch 
 making notes 
 taking pictures 
 making videos 
 listening to music/podcasts 
 watching tv/videos 
 playing games 
 using free apps 
 using paid apps 
 Other: ………………….. 
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10. How many times per day do you use your mobile phone on work days? ………………… 
The exact number is not important, please give an indication. 
 
11. How many times per day do you use your mobile phone on days off? ……….....……….. 
The exact number is not important, please give an indication. 
 
12. To what extent do you find it important to have your mobile phone with you every moment of the 
day? 
very important 1-2-3-4-5-6-7 totally unimportant 
 
N.B. freelance teachers who work for more than one educational institute: for ALL following 
questions, please answer for the institute you work the largest number of hours with.  
 
13. What kind of policy towards using smartphones in the classroom does the language centre where 
you work have?  
0  very positive policy (continue to question 15) 
0  slightly positive policy (continue to question 15) 
0  slightly negative policy (continue to question 15) 
0  smartphones are banned in the classroom 
0  don’t know (continue to question 15) 
 
14. Are you prepared to use smartphones in the classroom despite this ban? 
0  yes (continue to question 17) 
0  no (continue to question 64) 
 
15. To what extent do you tink it is important that your lessons fit in with the language centre’s 
policies? 
very important 1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally unimportant 
 
16. Which of the following is offered through the language centre you work for? 
Check all applicable boxes 
 information about didactic applications of smartphones 
 training regarding the use of smartphones in the classroom 
 a code of conduct regarding the use of smartphones in the classroom 
 technological support for the use of smartphones in the classroom 
 as far as I know, none of the above is offered 
 
17. How experienced are you in using smartphones for personal purposes? 
0  don’t know anything about it (continue to question 25) 
0  exploring user (starter) 
0  beginning user 
0  somewhat experienced user 
0  experienced user 
0  advanced user 
0  very advanced user (expert) 
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18. How experienced are you in using smartphones for didactic purposes? 
0  don’t know anything about it (continue to question 25) 
0  exploring user (starter) 
0  beginning user 
0  somewhat experienced user 
0  experienced user 
0  advanced user 
0  very advanced user (expert) 
 
19. To what extent are you familiar with voting and response programmes for smartphones? 
0  familiar 
0  somewhat familiar 
0  heard of them (continue to question 21) 
0  never heard of them (continue to question 21) 
 
20. How often do you use voting and response programmes for smartphones? 
every time the opportunity arises  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  never 
 
21. To what extent are you familiar with social media for smartphones? 
0  familiar 
0  somewhat familiar 
0  heard of them (continue to question 23) 
0  never heard of them (continue to question 23) 
 
22. How often do you use social media for smartphones? 
every time the opportunity arises  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  never 
 
23. To what extent are you familiar with smartphone apps for vocabulary learning? 
0  familiar 
0  somewhat familiar 
0  heard of them (continue to question 25) 
0  never heard of them (continue to question 25) 
 
24. How often do you use smartphone apps for vocabulary learning? 
every time the opportunity arises  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  never 
 
Many of the following questions are about “using smartphones in the classroom in an integrative 
way”. With “in an integrative way” the investigator means that smartphones are considered a constant 
part of the learning and classroom situation, just like for example books, audio materials and the 
interactive whiteboard are at the moment and that they are used to increase the effectiveness of 
existing learning activities.   
 
25. If I use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way, more students will take part in 
discussions. 
very probable  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  very improbable 
 
26. If I use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way, I can easily get insight into the level of 
students’ knowledge and understanding.  
very probable  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  very improbable 
 
27. If I use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way, it will positively contribute to 
collaborative learning.   
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very probable  1-2-3-4-5-6-7 very improbable 
 
28. If I use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way it will help students with learning new 
vocabulary.  
very probable  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  very improbable 
 
29. To what extent do you think it’s important that all students participate in discussions? 
very important  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally unimportant 
 
30. To what extent do you think it’s important to know the level of students’ knowledge and 
understanding?  
very important  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally unimportant 
 
31. To what extent do you think collaborative learning is important? 
very important  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally unimportant 
 
32. To what extent do you think it’s important that students learn new vocabulary? 
very important  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally unimportant 
 
33. My friends think that I should use smartphones in an integrative way in my lessons.  
very probable  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  very improbable 
 
34. My colleagues think that I should use smartphones in an integrative way in my lessons. 
very probable 1-2-3-4-5-6-7  very improbable 
 
35. My superiors think that I should use smartphones in an integrative way in my lessons. 
very probable 1-2-3-4-5-6-7 very improbable 
 
36. My students think that I should use smartphones in an integrative way in my lessons.   
very probable  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  very improbable 
 
37. When it comes to my teaching, I want to do what my friends think I should do. 
totally agree  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally disagree 
 
38. When it comes to my teaching, I want to do what my colleagues think I should do. 
totally agree  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally disagree 
 
39. When it comes to my teaching, I want to do what my superiors think I should do. 
totally agree  1-2-3-4-5-6-7 totally disagree 
 
40.  When it comes to my teaching, I want to do what my students think I should do. 
totally agree  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally disagree 
 
41. When it comes to teaching, to what extent do you want to be like your colleagues?  
very much  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  not at all 
 
42. My colleagues from the language centre use smartphones in their lessons in an integrative way. 
totally true   1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally untrue 
 
43. My colleagues from other departments of the university use smartphones in their lessons in an 
integrative way. 
totally true  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally untrue 
 
  50  
 
 
44. Colleagues from other universities use smartphones in an integrative way. 
helemaal waar   1-2-3-4-5-6-7  helemaal onwaar 
 
45. Even if the language centre does not offer information about didactic applications of smartphones, 
I can use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way. 
totally agree  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally disagree 
 
46. Even if I have not had any specific training, I can use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative 
way.  
totally agree  1-2-3-4-5-6-7 totally disagree 
 
47. Even if the language centre does not have a code of conduct for the use of smartphones in the 
classroom, I can use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way. 
totally agree  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally disagree 
 
48. Even if the language centre does not offer any technological support, I can use smartphones in my 
lessons in an integrative way.  
totally agree  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally disagree 
 
49. Even if not all my students own a smartphone, I can use smartphones in my lessons in an 
integrative way. 
totally agree  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally disagree 
 
50. Using smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way is 
good  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  bad 
 
51. Using smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way is 
necessary  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  unnecessary 
 
52. Using smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way is 
interesting  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  boring 
 
53. Using smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way is 
desirable  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  undesirable 
 
54. Most people who are important to me think that I should use smartphones in my lessons in an 
integrative way. 
totally true  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally untrue 
 
55. Most people whose opinion matters to me, would approve if I used smartphones in my lessons in 
an integrative way. 
totally true  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally untrue 
 
56. People like me use smartphones in their lessons in an integrative way. 
totally agree  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally disagree 
 
57. Whether I use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way is totally up to me. 
totally agree  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally disagree 
 
58. If I really want to, I can use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way. 
very probable  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  very improbable 
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59. I have control over using smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way.  
totally agree  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally disagree 
 
60. I am already using smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way. 
0  yes (continue to question 64) 
0  no 
 
61. I want to use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way before the end of 2014. 
totally true  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  totally untrue 
 
62. I have the intention to use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way before the end of 2014.  
definitely  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  definitely not 
 
63. I am going to use smartphones in my lessons in an integrative way before the end of 2014.  
very probable  1-2-3-4-5-6-7  very improbable 
 
This is the end of the questionnaire. Do not forget to click send in order to submit your answers. 
64. Space for questions or comments. 
……………………………………………………………………………………………. 
